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Mr. Keith Takata

Deputy Director

Superfund Program

Hazardous Waste Management Division

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Dear Mr. Takata,

On October 16, 1992, the Navy provided the proposed schedules for Parcels A, B, C, D,
and E at the Hunters Point Annex along with Scheduling Assumptions to the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), the Department of Toxic Substances Control and the Regional
Water Quality Control Board. In a letter dated November 13, 1992 from Roberta Blank of
EPA to Wing Wong of this Command, EPA provided the Navy with the regulatory agencies'
comments on the proposed Parcel Schedules. In response to your letter, we are providing
the following. Enclosure (1) is a point-by-point response to the comments in your
November 13 letter. Enclosure (2) lists the revised Parcel Scheduling Assumptions and
enclosure (3) provides the revised schedules for Parcels, A, B, C, D and E.

A meeting has been scheduled for Thursday, December 10, 1992 to continue our
negotiation on the Parcel Schedules. We look forward to meeting with you.

Sincerely,

Original signed bys

GERALD KATZ
Director, Office of Environmental Management

Encl: (1) Point-by-point Reponse to Agencies' Comments
(2) Revised Scheduling Assumptions
(3) Revised Schedules for Parcels A, B, C, D, and E

Copy to:

California Department of Toxic Substances Control (Attn: David Wang)
California Regional Water Quality Control Board (Attn: Richard McMurtry)
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Attn: Roberta Blank)

California Department of Toxic Substances Control (Attn: Bonnie Arthur)
California Regional Water Quality Control Board (Attn: Barbara Smith)
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (Attn: Alan Loving)



Blind copy to:

PRC (Attn: Gary Welshans)

Harding Lawson Associates (Attn: Ashok Verma)
NAVSTA TI (Attn: Jim Sullivan)
COMNAVBASE (Attn: Randy Friedman)
00, 09, 09B, 09C, 09CMN, 09E, 00D
24, 20, 203

18, 181, 1811, 1811WW

Admin Records (3 copies)
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NAVY RESPONSES TO EPA COCMMENTS

The following arc the Navy's respooses to the comments of the United States Environmental
FProtection Agency, Region IX (EPA) on parcel scheduling assumptions and parcel schedules
submitted on October 16, 1992 The EFA's cornments were received in a letter dated November 13,
1992 and are reproduced here exactly as in their letter.

Comment 1;

Assumption #1: ‘The B-E parcel schedules as presented are all the same. Therefore, we do
not support submittal of separate reports for each parcel, at this time. Doing so wouald
reselt in much duplication of effort and redundancy in reporting. If a parcel becomes
advanced or delayed based on the Site Investigation (ST) results or parcel prioritization,
consideration will be given to separate deliverables at that time. The issue has been raised
by the Navy's consultants that the reports would be wunanageable presented in one package,
due to the volnme of data. Do yua have any recommendations for how to address this
problem?

Also, the City of San Francisco submitted a letter to the Navy regarding its priorities for
Parcel A and Dry Dock 4. Is the Navy planning to make any adjustments to its proposed
schednle to accommodate the City'’s input? If so, we should be informed and giveu any
scheduling changes prior to our next negotiating session with you. Please address the
differences between the Navy parcel boundaries as proposed and those proposed by the City.

Respoase

)
Schedules for Parcels B through E submitted on October 16, 1992 are similar becaunse the
Navy had not yet received guidance from the City on parcel prioritization. Consequently, the
start dates for Parcels B through E were identical. This, combincd with a miform set of
assumptions for all parcels, resulted in identical ROD completion dates. If the parcels are
priaxitized or deviations from the scheduling assumptions oceur, the ROD completion dates
for each parcel would be different.

The Navy agrees that Parcels B through E could be combined into one large parcel until ST or
Remedial Investigation (RT) rosults ar land reuse considerations indicate the need for other
appropriate parcels. However, decision points must be established in the Federal Facilities
Agreement (FFA) to allow for changes in parcel bommdaries and parcel prioritization, To
accommodate this need, the Navy proposes that ST activities be performed on the basis of
existing parcel boundaries, and that 2 sexies of decision points, which would consist of
technical meetings, be established for cach existing parcel,

ST activities will be prioritized with Parcel A being of highest priority. ST activitics will be
performed sequentially on remusining Parcels B, C, D, and E, respectively, as shown on the
antached schedules. Two techmical mectings will be held at the completion of SI activitics for
cach of Parcels B through E. The first meeting will be held after the completion of activities
described I Volumes IT and T of the ST work plans and the second after the completion of SI
activitics for the waderground utilities (Volume I). These technical mectings would inclade:
(1) a presentation of SI results, (2) recommendations for RI activities, if appropriate, and (3)
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recommendations {for modification of parcel boundaries and changes in the prioritization of
parcels, if required. A mecting sominary would be prepared to document decisions made in
the mecting and a SI Report would then be prepared for each parcel to formally document the
evalaation of SI data and resulting conclusions/recommendations.

For the purpose of: schedule presentation, the RI/FS/ROD schedules for Parcels B throngh E
have been combin<d into one schedule for these parcels (Parcel B/E) as shown on the
antached schedules. The RI and FS reports for the corabined Parcels B through E will
evalnate data collected over more than. 400 terrestrial acres in addition to eertain offshore
sampling results. Consequently, this RI report will likely contain the chemical results of
analyses on more than 10,000 =, swisce water, and groondwater samples as well as
associated bydrogrological data (e.g., boring logs, well completion details, and water-level
data). The volume: of chemical data alone will likely £1 25 four-inch-thick ring binders. One
possible solution to reducing the volnme of the RY report is submirtal of chemieal dara and
ather pertinent data (e.g., baring and well logs) on magnetic media. This option would not
allow for public review of the data and may not meet the requirements of the administrarive
record. Another option to be considered would involve the usc of data submittals. These data
submittals would serve as supplements to the RI and FS reports and would not be considered
as either secondary or primary docwments. Data submittals would not require regulatory
agency review and comment because they would contain only “raw” data, and not
interpretations of these data. The applicability of this opdon is uncertain because the RY
report might be considered incoraplete if all supporting data are not physically contained
within the document,

The Navy plans to accommodate the City's priorities far Parcel A as described in the parcel
schedules submitted on October 16, 1592, SI sampling activitics at Dry Dock 4 will also be
prioritized and implemented with ST activities in Parcel B. Interim remedial actions will be
implemented, if warranted, to allow for the commercisl/industrial use of Dry Dock 4 as soon
as practical. However, the Navy believes that it is impractical to dlean up Dry Dock ¢ in a time
frame similar to Parcel A because: (1) soil or groundwater data are not yet available for this
area, and (2) health risks from adjacent IR and other PA sites cammot be evaluated antil ST and
RI results are available. :

The City proposed reconfiguration of the Parcel A boundaries to exclude those areas below an
clevation of 50 fect (cxcluding the approximate 23-acre area of the former housing area in the
northwest corner of Parcel A) as described in their November 3, 1992 letter to the Navy. This
boundary was reconfigared by the City to exclude all occupied buildings in Parcel A.

The Navy proposes retaiaing the original Parcel A boundary as outlined by the Navy and

specifymg the low-lying areas of Parcel A for commercial /industrial nse on an interim basis
peading results of investigations of adjoining parcels.

Comment 2;

Assumption #3: As agreed to by the parties, a decision point needs to be added to the
schednle for deterinining if interim actions are needed for any Installation Restoration (IR)
sites identified in the SI prograns.
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Responsez

Comment acknowledged. The need for mterixa remedial actions will be addressed i a
techmical meeting to be held whien SI results are available. See response to Comment 1 for
taore detail

Comment 3:

Assumption #4: We do not agree that the parcel schedules should exclude radiation
contamination, Formerly Used Defease Sites (FUDS) or the 18 tank areas from the 8/31/92
repart which are scheduled to be investigated in Parcel Remedial Investigations (RIs).
Please address how these efforts will be integrated into the parcel schednles. We have
requested an update to the FUDS statns. Also, actions to address radiation contamination
need to follow the Comprehensive Eavironmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act
{CERCLA) process, incnding public comment and decision documents.

Response:

The Navy proposes to remove th: discrete surface level radium point sonrees in accordance
with the removal action process defined under CERCLA. However the Navy requests that the
regulatory agencies provide guidinc: on the documentation required for this action.

The Navy has determined that the FUDS property is not part of HPA property and is
therefore not under the jurisdiction of the Navy. In addition, FUDS property should not be
considered as part of HPA as listed on National Priorities List (NPL) under CERCLA. This
property is currently under the forisdiction of the Army Corps of Engiveers (COE).
Questious regarding the FUDS property adjacenr to HPA should be directed to Mr. Larry
Bergmooser, COE-Sacramento at (916) 557-767L.

RI activities required after the removal of USTs will be integrared with RI activities identified
in the SI program. For scheduling purpases, it was assumed that 16 additional IR sites will be
added to RI program from both the ST and UST programs. A schedule for UST removals will
be provided to the agencies wmder separate cover.

Comment 4z

Assumption #5: As discussed previously, we wonld like to see the ST reporting and
deliverables streamlined. The focus of the SI report/workplan should be thase sites for
which the Navy recosnmends no forther action, As mentioned, please use the semi-
quantitative risk analysis utilized for Preliminary Assessment site PA-16 as an example.
Sites which are recommended for RI shonld proceed into the RI phase without undergoing
formal approval by the regulatory agencies. These sites should be mentioned surficially in
the RI report/workpian. The fieldwork can be discussed in the format of technical
memoranda and preseatations, concutrent with implementation of the fieldwork.
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Response:

"The Navy agrees to a streamiined ST reporting approach and has incorporated this approach
into the revised sciiedules as described in the response to Comment 1. This approach involves
techuical meetings after the evahmtion of ST sampling results. These meetings would include a
presentation of SI results and recomm=ndations for RI activities, if appropriate. Meeting
summaries will be prepared witlin two weeks after the meetings to document decisions
regarding the need for RY activitics. Mceting summaries would also serve to document
proposed RI samypiing activites and sampling locations. RY activities would begin after the
technical meetings for each parcel provided that agreement is reached on the scope of RI
activitics. The Navy maintaius its position that SI reports are necessary to document decisions
regarding both recammended R activitics and sites for which no further action is proposed.

Comment 5:

Assumption #6: It is unclear what the propoesal outlined in this assmmnption is, and we have
been unable to obtain clarification io our recent meetings. Please provide enongh detail
regarding job #'s 6 and 7 to enable as to evaluate the schednle. Also, this action needs to
follow the CERCLA process, which includes adding an opportunity for public participation
and a decision document. We have discussed options for accomplishiog such with you and
need to bear your propesal.

Response:

Field activities and confirmation sampling referred to as Job No's 6 and 7 on the October 16,
1992 versiom of the Parcel A schedule will be described in detail in the ST Work Plan
Addendum. This SI Work Plant Addendinm was submitted to the regulatory agencdies for
review on November 25, 1992 and will be available for public review and comment at
informarion repositories defined in the Navy's Community Relations Plan. In addition, the
Navy proposes to publish a fact sheet/newsletter which will serve to: (1) inform the public of
activities to be performed in Parcel A, and (2) solicit public comment on propesed activitics.

The Navy proposes that activitics proposed i the SI Work Plan Addendum be considered as
SLactivities. It is assumed Parcel A will be suitable for lease following the completion of these
SI activities. The suitability for lease will be documented in a Finding of Suitability to Lease
(FOSL) or equivalent docoment. This docoment will serve as the decision docmment for
Parcel A. Public comment will be solicited on this decision document if decmed necessary in
accordance with Department of Defznse (DOD) and regulatory agency guidance.

Comment 6:

Assumption #10: This assumption nreds darification. If offshare sites are not Included as
part of the parcels, how will they be addressed? What are the possible impacts to a parcel's
usability (to the City) from work thut ueeds to be doune to address an offshore cleanap?
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Responsez

The addition of ofishore portions of the HPA property to the RI/FS program is highly
uncertain at this time. In the event that offshore RI/FS activitics are required, offshore
properties would be defined as a separate offshore Opszrable Unit (OU) or pareel

Comment 7:

In our review of the Ecological Assessment (ECA) work plan, EPA did not review the
scheduling assamptions. Because of the parcel schedale negotiations we believe it is now
appropriate to relnok at the ECA schedules. What are the assumptions that underly the
proposed 40 weeks scheduled for Phase JA? Based on our understanding of the work
proposed, phase IA work may be more on the order of 25 weeks. In addition, since the need
for phase IB is anknown at this time, We propose two schedules be developed for the parcels,
one if phase IB is implemented, and one in the case that it is not. What are the assumptions
regarding document review and revisions timeframes for this secondary document.

Responsez

The proposed schedule for Phase IA presented i the ISCA Work Plan and in parcel schedules
submitted on October 16, 1992 was based on the following assumptions:

o Habitat and species characterization activities will begin as soon as practical after
contract authorization, without regard to scason
0 Field observations will be performed m one scason only

o Habitat and species characterization activities include laboratory sorting and
identification of orgamisins collected in ficld swrveys

0 Ficld activitics and data interpretation were assumed to require 26 weeks.
) A report documenting the results of Phase IA will be prepared for agency review;

preparation of the draft report including Navy review was assumed to require 14
weeks,

o Phase IB will follow a similar schednle and have a sitnilar daration to Phase TA

o The ECA reports are secondary documents; 45 days are allotted for agency review
and 45 days for Navy responses to agency comments.

The Navy proposes to modify this schedule by replacing the proposed Fhase IA report with a
data presentation at a technical meeting. The scope of work for Phase IB, if required, would
also be prescuted and approved by regulatory ageucies at this mecting. The results of Phasc:
TA and IB would be incorparated into the RI repart for Parcel B/E.



Comment &

Assumption #12: Please review ways to accelerate the RI field work phase, induding the use
of a high quality mobile laboratory, additional laboratories, additional staff/contractor
resources, Limiting the ground wates sampling rounds from 3 to 2 if data in the first two
rounds is consistent, etc. Results from ongoing monitoring can be feed into the Feasibility
Study (FS) and/or Remedial Design phases of the project. We would Iike to discuss the
possible use of amy presumptive remedies that wogld help shape and expedite the RI and FS
work,

Responsez

The Navy has investioared methods to accelerate RI fisld work. As shown in the attached
schednles and scheduling assumptions, sample collection activities maks up the smallest
portion of the time required for RI field work. Additional drilling contractors or other sample
callection staff would yicld only insignificant time savirgs. In addition, samples can generally
be collected at a much faster rate than they can be analyzed under the carreat Coutract
Laboratory Program (CLF) requirernents. Consequently, collecting samples at a greater rate
would only overload analytical labortories.

Additional analytical laboratoriz=s might reduce the turnaround time for sample results at the
expensc of data quuality and likely deiays from inconsistent reportiug formats by diffcrent
laboratories. The Navy is currently wilizing most of the availuble high quality laboratory
resources in the San Francisco Bay area. These laboratories meet CLP requirements and
have the capability to handle large volimes of data via electromic data delivery. Most
importantly these laboratories need to produce high quality results. Therefore, additional
labaratory ecmtractors does not appear to be a practical solution to expediting RI activities.

Mobile laboratorics can provide quantitative chenrical results for valatile organic compounds
(VOCs) and total petrolenm hydrocarbons (TPH) with some supporting data validation
packages. However, mobile laboratories and/or field screening techniques (e.g., x-ray
finorescence, Immmmoassay, cic.) gencrally cannot provide high quality quantitative results for
polyouclear aromatc hydrocarbons (PAHS), pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and
metals. Semiquanritative ar positive/negative results could be expected for these analytes
which are commonly detected at HPA. The Navy requests the regulatory agencies' position on
the use of mobile laboratory/field screening analytical techniques for the HIPA analytical
program and the assodated level of data validation required.

As an altcrmative to additional laboratarics or the use of mobile laboratarics, the Navy
proposes that a reduced Ievel of CLP validation be implemented to expedite laboratory
turnaround and skortcn RI schedules. The Navy is currently developing a proposal to reduce
the level of data validation yet still meet the majority of the analytical needs of the HPA.
program. The Navy will presenr details on proposed reductions in data validardon in the
meeting scheduled for December 10, 1992. The Navy will incorporate this reduced level of
data validation into the artached parcel schedules upon approval by the regulatory agencies.

The Navy docs not fccl that preparing RI and FS reports bascd on two rounds of groundwater
sampling is techmically prudent. Morcover, it is unclear how a schedule can be developed
based on two rounds of groundwater sampling thar would allow for a third round of sampling
withouot a formal schedule extension.
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An zlternative is to reduce the aniouat of time between the threc sampling rounds; for

. cxanzple, from 90 days to 30 days. Tlxis will result in a time savings of 6 days between the first
znd sccond rounds and another 60 ditys between the second 2ad third rounds of groundwater
sampling. The pritary disadvantage to this altcrnative is that groundwarer sampling would
not be performed aver different seasons of the year. Consequently, no data would be obtamed
regarding the seasonal variability of gromdwater chemistry resulting from rising or falling
water levels, ete.

Fimally, the Navy & also mnterested tm the possible use of presumptive remedies to expeditc
RI/FS activitics. However additional clarification and gnidance from the regulatory ageacies
regarding the possible application of such remedies in the context of the HPA project would
be beneficial. The Navy proposes a techmical meeting with the regulatory agencies to discuss
thds issuc further,

Comment 9;

Assumption 13; Per comment 4 above, we propose this assumption be revised. Also, please
explain why field work cannot be performed at more than two IR sites per parcel at a time, If
the limiting factor here is laboratory capacity, would it be possible to attain additional labs?
Could the use of a mobile lab help?

Response:

. Comment acknowledged; sce rusponses to Comments ¢ and 8. Previous scheduling
assumptions assumed that RI field work will not be performed at more than two IR sites per
parcel at the same time due to laboratory capacity limitations. It was assumed that ope drill
rig would be operating at every two IR sites within cach of the fonr parcels. This previous
assumption was implemented to limit the number of drill rigs operating contemporaneously
and therefore mit the rate of sample collcction, As a rosult of this assumption, four drill rigs
would be operating contemporancously, one in cach parcel. This assunrption would have
resulted in the collection of more than 200 soil samples per week, plus other surface soil
samples and groundwater samples. This estimated sample Ioad exceeds the Navy's current
laboratory capacity and would require additional laboratory resources. Scc responsc to
Comment 8 regarding the use of additional laboratories or mobile laboratories,

The revised schedules have been modified to better illustrate the relationship between RI
activitics for the 16 "new” IR sites that arc assmmed to be added to the RI program from the ST
and UST prograws. In addition, the schedule for RI sampling activities was exteaded by 14
weeks to reduce rate of sample collcction and avoid laboratory overloading.

Comment 10:

Assumption 16 As agreed to fo our mestings, the RI and Poblic Health and Eavironmental
Evaluation (FHEE) docnments will be produced simultaneonsly.




Conunent acknowlzdged. The Navy agreed to combime RI and PHEE reports in the mesting
ou Movember 3, 1992, This change hias been incorporsted in the revised schedules. Note that
the nanire and extemt of contamination must be defined in the RI portion of the combined
RI/PHEE rcport bcforc the risk asscssment component can be completed.

Comment 11:

Assumption 17: The Proposed Fian should be submitted concurrently with the FS.
Response:

Preparation of the proposed plan. can take place concurrently with the preparation of the Draft
FS but canmot be completed wntil a remedial alternative has been selected. EPA. guidance
requires that the regulatory agencies be involved with the selection of the remedial alternative.
Caomsequently it appears inappropriate to submit the Proposcd Plan at the same time as the
Draft FS. The revised schedules assame that the Proposed Plan will be submitted at the same
time as the Draft Final FS report (Le, after agency cormments are received on the Draft FS).

Cotzment 12:

Assumption 18: We wish to recvalaoate the Record of Decision (ROD) schedule with you. The
timeframe as presented in line 63 of the schedule is quite lengthy. Please provide a detailed

breakout of the ROD timeline, Ways to expedite that period should be considered and
submitted.

Response:

The ROD timcframe shown on the schedules submitted on October 16, 1992 is based on the
ROD process outlined in the existing Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA). As discussed in the
November 3, 1992 mecting, the Navy has incorporated some of the agency suggestions in the
revised schedules. In addition, the Navy has provided a detailed breakdown of the compouents
of the ROD process o the revised schedules.

Comment 13:

Assumption 21: Section 10 of the FI'A, Force Majuaere, will gavern onr assumptions with
respect to funding and schedules.

Responses

Comment acknowledged.
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Comment 14;

Line #43 of the schedules Why cloes it: take six months to prepare the Environmental
Sampling and Anztysis Plan (ESAP) summary repott? Could this period be shortened?
How does the ESAP report tie into the ECA report and can they be combined? How will
these documents be tied into the PHEEs?

Response=

The Navy proposes to evalvate ESAP results in conjunction with data from Phase IA of the
ECA and present the results in a techmical meeting. Therelore, the ESAP summary roport has
been removed from the revised schedoles. Data from the ESAP and ECA will be evalnated in
the Parcel B/E RI Report to asscess risks to the enviromment.
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PARCEL SCHEDUUNG ASSUMPTIONS

All existing IR and PA sites at the HPA facility will be reorganized into two parcels. Former
parcels B through E are combined into one large parcel (Parcel B/E) which is assumed to
be subject to the I /FS/ROD process. The other parcel is Parcsl A,

Existing OUs |, I, Iil, IV, and Group 5 will be considered for interim action. The need for
interim remedial action at these IR sites will be assessed in Altemative Selection Reports
(ASRs). A Summary ASR will be submitted for OU Il. ASRs will summarize Rl results
relative to contamination related to point sources and will present a preferred interim
remedial action for each remedial unit, if needed. Decisions regarding interim remedial
actions will be documented in an Interim Record Of Decision (ROD).

The need for interim action at IR sites that have not yet been investigated (i.e., Group 6
sites) or future IR sites identified in the Site Inspection (81) Program will be addressed in
technical meetings to be held when Group 6 R! results and S results are avallable (see
Assumnption No. 8).

Parcel schedules do not include ongeing investigations or removals assoclated with
radiation contamination and underground storage tanks (USTs). Formerly Used Defense
Sites (FUDS) adjacent to the HPA property are not included in the schedules becauss they
are not considered part of HPA.

An addendum to 51 Work Plans wass submitted to the regulatory agencies on November
25, 1992 for PA Sites 19 and 43 within Parcel A. Agency review of the draft addendum is
assumed to require 4 weeks (28 days). The Navy will publish a fact sheet/newsletter
describing the proposed Sl activitles for Parcel A prior to the implementation of Sl
gampling activities.

The Navy and the regulatory agencies will agree upon representative ambient conditions in
soll and groundwater at HPA by May 13, 1993 to allow for interpretation of 8! sampling
resuits from Parcel A.

Sl sampling activities will be implemented on the basis of existing parcels (Le., Parcels A

- through E). Parcel A will be given the highest priority followed by Parcels B, 6, D, and E,

respectively. [t is assumed thet S| sampling results for Parcel A will not result in the
addition of IR sites to the RI/FS program.

Sl sampling activities for Parcel A will use field screening techniques to identify those
portions of the starm drain system in Parcel A on which physical integrity testing will be
performed. This Is a variance from the Site Inspection Work Plan: Voluma | in which storm
drain sediment sample resuits would be used to identify portions of the system for integrity
testing. It is also assumed that waste ofl will not be identified in the steamiines within
Farcel A. Therefore sampling and integrity testing of the steamiines in Parcel A will not be
required.

The results of the $1 sampling activities for Parcels B through E will be presented at two
technical meetings for each parcel; one meeting for Volume | sites and one meeting for
Volume {1/1ll sites. Atthese meetings, the proposed Rl sampling and analytical work will
also be presented. It is assumed that the agencies will approve any proposed work at the
meeting, that no new contracting actions are required, and that Rl field activides will begin
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two weeks thereafter. The Navy will prepare a Draft 3! report for each parcel to document
the evaluation of &l data and condlusions/recommendatiors. These S! reports will be
considered secondary documents; therefore draft firal and final documents will not be
prerared.

For schedule projections, it is assumed that 16 new IR sites will be added to the RI/FS
program (4 new IR sites in each of Parcels B through E from the currently identified S| and
UST sites). It is also assumed that no new PA sites will be identified.

Offshore sampling work in San Francisco Bay being completed or proposed under the
Environmental Samnpling and Analysis Plan (ESAP) and the Ecological Risk Assessment
(ECA) will not resuit in the addition of IR sites to the existing parcals. A report will not be
prepared for the ESAP data; the resuits will be presented at the ECA Phase [A technical
meeting (see Assumption No. 1:2).

Activities planned in the ECA Work Plan are assumexi to require two phases of work,
Phase (A and IB. Each phase of work is assumed to require 30 weeks and will inciude one
season of field observations. No reports will be prepared for the ECA work. The Phase A
results and recommendations for Phase 1B will be presented at a technical meeting. Itis
assumed that the agencies will approve of the Phase IB scope of work at the Phase IA
technical meeting. Phase IB field work will begin immediately after contract authorization.
The ESAP and Phase |A/IB resuits will be reported in the Parcel B/E R report.

Rl field work for exch new IR site (ncluding three rounds of groundwater sampling,
laboratory analyses, and data validation) is assumed to require 47 weeks. This 47-week
period consists of:

2 weeks for field preparation and borehole clearance

3 weeks for soll sampling and well installation

2 weeks for well development and Round 1 groundwater sampling
12 weeks for laboratory analysis and data validation

2 weeks for Round 2 groundwater sampling

12 weeks for laboratory analysis and data validation

2 weeks for Round 3 groundwater sampling

12 weeks for laboratory analysis and data validation

200QQ02Q000QCO0

Throughout the duration of the R, sufficient lab capacity will exist.

Rl sampling at new IR sites identified during SI sampling will begin two weeks after the St
results/proposed Rl work technical meetings for Parcel B (see Assumption No. 8). Rl
sampling activities (L.e., soil borings and waell installations) will be performed
contemporaneausly at no more than four IR sites dus to laboratory capacity constraints.

No contingency phase RI work Is assumed for anty of the parcels. It Is assumed that
additional sampling activities for IR sites will be minor and can be completed within the
confines of the schedule for Rl worlc If the results of initial RI sampling indicate & need for
an extensive contingency phase, RI/FS schedules will need to be extended.

Preparation of the Draft RI Report for Parcel B/E will begin after caompletion of ECA
activities, Rl sampling, lab analysis, data validation, and data interpretation activities. The
report will include a baseline risk assessment. Preparation of the Draft Rl report is
assumed to require 35 weeks.
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18)

19)

20)

21)

Preparation of a Draft FS Repor: for Parcel B/E will be completed 2 months after the
completion of the Draft Al report.

The Draft Proposed Plan will be completed at the same time as the Draft Final FS Report.
The Draft Record of Decision will be completed four weeks after close of public comment
on the Final Proposed Plan. The Proposed Plan/ROD process will be completed in 45
weeks,

ASR, RI, and FS Reports as well as work plans will be considered primary documents.

No summary reports presenting Tida Influence Monitaring Program (TIMP), Air Sampling,
ESAP, and ECA resuits will be prepared.

All tasks shown on the attached scliedules are contracted, authorized, and funded by the
Navy by the start dates shown.
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